Previous studies have shown that after being trained on A-B and A-C match-to-sample tasks, adults match not only same-class Band C stimuli (equivalence) but also BC compounds with sameclass elements and with different-class elements (BC-BC) . The assumption was that the BC-BC performances are based on matching equivalence and nonequivalence relations (equivalenceequivalence) . The present study examined if the BC-BC performances could have resulted from matching stimuli with same discriminative (8+, 8-) properties. In Experiment 1, the subjects were first trained on a simple Q discrimination task (Q1 +/Q2-). After testing the discriminative functions of these stimuli independent from one another, conditional A-B and A-C discriminations were trained . Finally, 3 tests were presented. One test assessed equivalence (B-C, C-B). The second test permitted matching on the basis of same functional (equivalence, nonequivalence) relations (BC-BC) . The third test measured the 8+ function of compounds with same-class elements and the 8-function of compounds with different-class elements (BC/BC), or matching on the basis of same discriminative functions (Q-BC) . The order of the tests varied across conditions except that the equivalence test was always presented first. Experiment 2 was the same except that the equivalence was tested last. In both experiments, almost all subjects demonstrated equivalence and selected compounds with same-class elements during a simple BC discrimination test (e.g. , B1C1+/B1C2-) . Most of these subjects also matched Q and BC stimuli of same discriminative functions (e .g. , Q1-B1 C1 , Q2-B1 C2), and Be compounds with same-and with different-class elements (B 1 C1-B3C3, B2C3-B3C2), more so in Experiment 1 than in Experiment 2. These findings indicate that the BC-BC performances result from matching same discriminative functions. The implications of these findings for equivalence-equivalence as a model for classical analogies are discussed.
corresponding discriminative functions (B 1 C1 +, B2C2+) in the context of the matching (equivalence) test evidenced as class-consistent samplecomparison relations (e.g., B1-C1, B2-C2). This conceptualization is consistent with the ideas put forward by Dougher and Markham (1994) and Stromer, Mcllvane, and Serna (1993) , and with recent findings reported by Perez-Gonzalez (2001) and Smeets, Barnes-Holmes, and Cullinan (2000) . During the BC-BC test, the subjects simply matched on the basis of same discriminative functions (S+ with S+, S-with S-) rather than on the basis of same functional (equivalence, nonequivalence) relations between compound elements. If this assumption is correct, the subjects should also match the BC compounds with unitary stimuli of same discriminative functions (e.g., Q1+ with B1C1+, Q2-with B1C2-).
The present study examined if the BC-BC relations are based on matching stimuli with same discriminative properties or on matching (non)equivalent stimulus relations. The study consisted of two experiments. In each experiment, the subjects were first trained on a simple Q discrimination task (Q1 +/Q2-). After the discriminative properties of the Q stimuli independent from one another (e.g., Q1 +/L2-, L 1 +/Q2-) were assessed, conditional A-B and A-C discriminations were trained. Finally, the subjects received three tests, one measuring equivalence (B-C, C-B), one measuring equivalence-equivalence (BC-BC), and one measuring matching on the basis of same discriminative functions (Q-BC), or one in which the discriminative properties of the BC compounds were tested directly (BC/BC). Each experiment involved four conditions. The conditions differed only with regard to the testing order. In Experiment 1, equivalence was always tested first. In Experiment 2, equivalence was tested last. Would subjects who demonstrate equivalence (B-C, C-B) consistently match BC compounds with same functional relations between elements (BC-BC) and respond unpredictably during both other tests? If so, that would be in support of the equivalence-equivalence account. Or would these subjects also match Q1 + with same-class-element compounds and Q2-with different-class-element compounds (Q-BC), and select sameclass-element compounds in a simple discrimination context (BC/BC)? If so, the BC-BC performances are probably based on matching same discriminative functions.
Experiment 1
This experiment measured the emergence of consistent BC-BC, Q-BC, and BC/BC performances after equivalence (B-C, C-B) was tested first.
Method Subjects
Sixteen subjects, 10 females and 6 males, participated, 13 of whom were students from Leiden University enrolled in various majors. The ages ranged was from 18 to 54 years. None of them had any prior experience with stimulus equivalence research. They were recruited through notice board advertisements and were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions (i.e., 4 subjects in each condition). Following the completion of the experiment, the subjects were fully debriefed and paid for their participation. The sessions were arranged such that the subjects did not meet with one another in the vicinity of the laboratory.
Apparatus and Materials
All subjects were trained and tested individually in a quiet room containing an Apple Mackintosh microcomputer which displayed black forms (4 x 4 cm) on a white background (see Figure 1) . The stimuli are indicated here by alphanumerics (e.g. , A1, B2). The subjects never saw these codes. 
Sessions, Tasks, Instructions, and Feedback
Sessions lasted from 80 to 141 min, sometimes interrupted by a 5-to 10-min break. The need for and the timing of the break were determined by the subjects. All subjects completed the experiment in one session.
Four sets of simple discriminations and 1iour sets of conditional discriminations were used (see Figure 2) . A simple discrimination trial started with the simultaneous presentation of two stimuli near the bottom of the screen. The subjects were instructed to move the cursor to the selected comparison and then click the mouse. The locations of the correct and incorrect comparisons were counterbalanced over trials. The conditional discrimination trials were the same except that two or three comparisons were used and a third stimulus (sample) appeared at the top center of the screen. All stimuli remained on display until a response had been made.
Each block of simple discrimination training trials (e.g., 01 +/02-) started with the following instruction on the screen, "You will see two forms. Choose a form by clicking it with the mouse. Start the program by pressing anyone key." Each block of conditional discrimination training
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Figure 2. Schematic representation of simple and conditi,onal discrimination tasks. The arrows indicate the designated correct comparisons.
trials (e.g., A-B) started with the instruction, "You will see four forms, one at the top of the screen , and three at the bottom. Look at the top form before clicking one of the lower forms." Each test block started with the instruction, "Now you do not get any right/wrong messages. Do your best." All training trials were followed by visual feedback (1 s), "Right" or "Wrong", and a 1-s intertrial interval. Test trials were followed by a 2-s interval (no feedback).
Experimental Sequence and Conditions
The program consisted of 12 phases (see Table 1 ). Phases 1 to 5 were directed at establishing the S+ and S-properties of two discriminative stimuli independent from one another. After a simultaneous o discrimination (01 +/02-) was trained and tested in Phases 1 and 2, the S+ property of 01 and the S-property of 02 were tested in Phase 3 (01 +/L2-, L 1 +/02-). If necessary, these discriminations were trained (Phase 4) and the discriminative properties of 01 and 02 were tested again in Phase 5 (01 +/M2-, M1 +/02-). Then the conditional A-B and A-C relations were trained, first in isolation (Phases 6 and 7), later together with the previously trained 0 discrimination (mixed training, Phase 8). Finally, the subjects received three tests, one measuring equivalence (B-C, C-B; Phase 9), one measuring equivalence-equivalence (BC-BC; Phase 10), and one measuring matching on the basis of same discriminative functions (O-BC; Phase 11) or measuring the discriminative functions of the BC compounds (BC/BC; Phase 12). All subjects received the same sequence. The order in which the critical tests were presented, however, differed across conditions with the restriction that equivalence (B-C, CoB) was always tested first. In Conditions 1 and 2, equivalence-equivalence (BC-BC) was tested next, followed by the O-BC test (Condition 1) or the BC/BC test (Condition 2). Conditions 3 and 4 were the same as Conditions 1 and 2, respectively, except that the BC-BC test was presented last (see Table 2 ).
Testing Order 1 2 3 1 2 3 Table 2 Tests and Testing Order in Each Condition This test assessed the S+ and Sproperties of 01 and 02 independently of one another. These performances were considered necessary to ensure that the designated O-BC test performances (see below) were indeed based on matching same discriminative functions (01+ and B1C1+, hence 01-B1C1; 02-and B1C2-, hence 02-B1C2). Blocks of 16 trials were used, 801+/L2-trials randomly mixed with 8 L 1 +/02-trials. Subjects who passed the test (15/16 trials correct) proceeded to Phase 6 (A-B training). Those who failed the test returned to Phase 1 (training 01 +/02-) before receiving this test again. If necessary, this sequence was repeated once more. Subjects who also failed the third test presentation, proceeded to Phase 4.
Phases 4 and 5: Training 01+/L2-, L1+/02-, 01+/02-, and testing 01+/M2-, M1+/02-. The failure to demonstrate 01 +/L2-, L 1 +/02-(Phase 3) could be related to some form of interfering stimulus control (e.g. , a subject might consistently respond towards or away from the novel stimuli). If so, this problem might be remedied by training the subjects to respond differentially to the 0 stimuli in the context of one another and in the context of the L stimuli (Phase 4). Subsequently, the subjects might more likely respond to 01 and respond away from 02 in the presence of novel M stimuli in Phase 5 (01+/M2-, M1+/02-).
In Phase 4, each training block consisted of 6 01 +/L2-and 6 L 1 +/02-trials randomly mixed with 4 01 +/02-trials. Subjects who demonstrated criterion performance, proceeded to Phase 5 (8 01 +/M2-trials randomly mixed with 8 M1+/02-trials). Subjects who passed that test, proceeded to Phase 6. Subjects who failed that test, returned to Phase 4, before receiving the test again. If necessary, this training and testing was repeated once more. At that point, the subjects proceeded to Phase 6, irrespective of their test performance.
Phases 6, 7, and 8: Training A-B and A-C. Three A-B relations (A 1-B1 , A2-B2, A3-B3) and three A-C relations (A 1-C1, A2-C2 , A3-C3) were trained, A-B in Phase 6, and A-C in Phase 7. Each training phase involved blocks of 18 training trials, 6 on each task (e.g., 6 A 1-B1 trials, randomly mixed with 6 A2-B2 and 6 A3-B3 trials). In Phase 8, both these tasks were trained together with the previously trained 0 discrimination task: 18 A-B and A-C trials (3 on each task) randomly mixed with 10 01 +/02-trials. Subjects who demonstrated criterion performance advanced to Phase 9.
Phase 9: Testing B-C, C-B. This test assessed equivalence. Blocks of 18 trials were used , 3 B1-C1 trials mixed with 3 B2-C2, 3 B3-C3, 3 C1-B1, 3 C2-B2, and 3 C3-B3 trials. Criterion was set at 16 (89%) or more trials correct or at 15 trials (83%) correct provided that all of the last 12 trials were correct. This test and all following tests (see below) were presented three times, each time followed by a return to Phase 8 (mixed A-B, A-C, 01+/02-training) . Equivalence was assumed when criterion performance during the third test presentation was evident. After the third presentation, the subjects advanced, irrespective of their performance, to the next phase.
Phases 10, 11, and 12: Testing BC-BC, Q-BC, and BC/BC. Except for the stimulus configurations, the procedures were the same as in Phase 9 (equivalence test). All three tests used the same three sets of BC compounds as comparisons: B3C3 vs. B2C3, B2C2 vs. B1 C2, B1 C1 vs. B3C1.
In Phase 10, the subjects received conditional discrimination tasks with BC compounds as samples (BC-BC) . This test examined whether or not the subjects matched compounds with same-class elements (B1 C1-B3C3, B3C3-B2C2, B2C2-B 1 C1) , and compounds with different-class elements (B1 C2-B2C3, B3C1-B1 C2, B2C3-B3C1). The test consisted of 18 trials, 3 on each task.
In Phase 11, the 0 stimuli served as samples (O-BC). This test was designed to identify the process on which the BC-BC performances (Phase 10) were based. If these performances were based on matching equivalence and nonequivalence relations, there would be no basis for consistent O-BC responding. If, however, the BC-BC performances were based on matching same discriminative functions (e.g., B1C1+ and B3C3+, hence B1C1-B3C3; B1C2-and B2C3-, hence B1C2-B2C3), the subjects would be expected to do the same when given the 0 stimuli as samples and relate 01 + to BC+ compounds (e.g. , 01-B3C3) and 02-to BC-compounds (02-B2C3). The test consisted of 18 trials, 3 trials per task. Table 3 Results of Conditions 1 (Subjects 1-4) and 2 (Subjects 5-8) in Experiment 1 Tasks Q1+/Q2- In Phase 12, the discriminative properties of the BC compounds we re tested directly. The test consisted of 18 simplH discrimination trials: 6 B1 C1/B3C1 trials randomly alternated with 6 B2C2/B1 C2 and 6 B3C3/B2C3 trials. If the BC-BC and Q-BC performances resulted from matching on the basis of same discriminative functions, the subjects should respond exclusively to B1 C1, B2C2, and B3C3.
Results and Discussion
The results of Conditions 1 and 2, and of Conditions 3 and 4, are shown in Tables 3 and 4 , respectively. For clarity of exposition, the training data are presented in terms of the requined numbers of trials, the test data in terms of pass (+) and fail (-). The retraining data (i.e., repeating Phase 2 after each test in Phase 3, Ir8peating Phase 4 after each test in Phase 5, and repeating Phase 8 after each test in Phases 9 The results of all four conditions were very similar. After learning the o discrimination task, all subjects continued to respond correctly on that task under testing conditions. Thirteen subjects responded to 01 and responded away from 02 when presented with novel L stimuli. The other 3 subjects (4, 14, 15) frequently if not always responded to the familiar 0 stimuli (01+/L2-, L1-/02+). Two of these subjects (4,14) continued to do so (01+/M2-, M1-/02+) even after being trained to respond to 01 and not to respond to 02 in the presence of the L stimuli. All 16 subjects learned the A-B and A-C matching tasks and demonstrated equivalence (B-C, C-B), most of them immediately. Most subjects also passed the other three tests irrespective of the testing order: 15/16 subjects (94%) the BC-BC test, 7/8 subjects (88%) the O-BC test, and all 8 subjects (100%) the BC/BC test. Both subjects who failed a matching test (Subject 7: BC-BC , Subject 11: Q-BC) treated these tests as simple discrimination tasks and systematically selected the BC+ compounds. These findings indicate that t~le Q-BC and BC-BC performances were based on matching same discriminative functions.
Experiment 2
This experiment investigated whether or not, in Experiment 1, the BC-BC, Q-BC, and BC/BC performances were facilitated by the prior exposure to the equivalence (B-C, C-B) test. Would these performances be much different when tested before equivalence? Barnes et al. (1997, Experiments 1 and 2) reported no order effect: ,All subjects passed the BC-BC test irrespective of whether it was presented before or after the equivalence test. Similar findings were reported by Stewart et al. (2001, Experiment 1) except that only half the subjects passed the BC-BC test when presented before the equivalence test. Thus, for some subjects, passing the equivalence test was an important historical variable for successfully completing the equivalence-equivalEmce test.
According to the matching same functions account, the testing order should have no effect. If training of the conditional A-B and A-C discriminations produces two sets of discriminative BC compounds and it can be assumed that the subjects have matched stimuli of same discriminative functions on many occasions prior to their participation in the experiment (Carpentier et aI., 2002c (Carpentier et aI., , 2003b , all conditions for the BC/BC, Q-BC, and BC-BC performances are met. Thus, the proportions of subjects passing these three tests should be about the same as in Experiment 1. However, given that some subjHCtS in that experiment treated the Q-BC and BC-BC matching probes as simple discrimination tasks (BC/BC), both these probes might be more sensitive to negative effects than the BC/BC discrimination probe.
Method
Sixteen new subjects participated, again 10 females and 6 males. Their ages varied from 18 to 32 years. Fourteen of these subjects were Leiden University students enrolled in various majors. The recruitment and experimental procedures were the same as in EXpE!riment 1 except that four new conditions were used: Conditions 5,6,7, and B. These conditions were the same as Conditions 1, 2, 3, and 4 in Experiment 1, respectively, except that the equivalence test was presented last (see Table 2 ) . All subjects completed the experiment in one session (54 -13·1 min).
Results and Discussion
The results of Conditions 5 and 6 are presented in Table 5 , those of Conditions 7 and 8 in Table 6 . After learning the 0 discrimination task, all subjects continued to respond correctly on that task under testing conditions. Ten subjects continued to respond to Q1 and not to Q2 when presented with novel L stimuli (Q1 +/L2-, L 1 +/Q~~-), whereas 6 subjects (19, 24, 25, 26, 29, 30) did not. Like the 3 subjects (4, 14, 15) who failed this test in Experiment 1, these subjects frequently or always responded to both Q stimuli (Q1 +/L2-, Q2+/L 1-). Subsequent mixed discrimination training (Q1 +/Q2-, Q1 +/L2-, L 1 +/Q2-) established the discriminative properties of the Q stimuli independently of one another (Q1 +/M2-, M1 +/Q2-) in all these subjects but one (25).
All subjects completed the A-B and A-C training successfully and , except for Subject 27, demonstrated equivalence (B-C, C-B). Because equivalence is a prerequisite for equivalence-equivalence, all other test data of Subject 27 are excluded from further analyses. Of the remaining 15 subjects, 10 (67%) passed the BC-BC test, 5/7 (71 %) the Q-BC test, and 7/8 (88%) the BC/BC test. Although these proportions of subjects passing each test were lower than in Experiment 1, none of these differences reached statistical significance. The proportion of passed BC-BC and Q-BC tests (15/22 or 68%), however, was significantly lower than that (22/24 or 92%) in Experiment 1 (Fisher test, p = 0.04). Except for Subject 24, who consistently made a few too many errors during the BC-BC probes, all failures on the matching probes resulted from simple Table 5 Results (B2C3, B 1 C2, B3C1 ) during the BC-BC matching probe and the BC discrimination probe.
In conclusion, presenting the equivalence test last did not affect the BC/BC performances whereas it affected the BC-BC and Q-BC performances. As predicted, most failures on these tasks resulted from simple discrimination responding . Perhaps, demonstrating the discriminative BC compounds in the context of a match-to-sample task (B-C, C-B) promoted conditional responding to these compounds in the context of other match-to-sample tasks (BC-BC, O-BC). For an overview of the test data of both experiments, see Table 7 .
General Discussion
The present study examined whether previously reported demonstrations of equivalence-equivalence (Barnes et aI. , 1997; Stewart et aI., 2001 Stewart et aI., , 2002 could be the product of matching compounds with same discriminative functions (Carpentier et aI., 2002b (Carpentier et aI., , 2003a . After participants were trained on a simple 0 discrimination task (01+/02-) and assessed the discriminative functions of these stimuli independently from one another (01+/L2-, L1+/02-; 01+/M2-, M1+/02-), multiple conditional A-B and A-C discriminations were trained. Finally, three tests were presented: one in which the subjects were given the opportunity to match same-class Band C stimuli (equivalence), one allowing them to match BC compounds with same functional relations between elements (equivalence-equivalence), and one permitting them to match BC compounds with unitary 0 stimuli of same discriminative functions, or one assessing the discriminative functions of the BC compounds directly. Equivalence was tested first in Experiment 1, and last in Experiment 2. Of the 32 subjects, 31 demonstrated equivalence. Out of 16 subjects, 15 (94%) passed the BC discrimination test, irrespective of whether this test was presented before or after the equivalence test. This finding clearly shows that training of A-B and A-C sample-comparison relations leads to the formation of discriminative BC compounds and is consistent with the discriminative compound account of equivalence (Augustson, Dougher, & Markham, 2000; Carpentier, Smeets, & BarnesHolmes, 2000; Dougher & Markham, 1994; Markham & Dougher, 1993; Serna, 1991; Stromer et aI., 1993) and related research (Carpentier et aI., 2002c (Carpentier et aI., , 2003b Perez-Gonzalez, 2001 , Perez-Gonzalez & Serna, in press; Smeets et aI., 2000) . More important, for most subjects, the performances during the BC/BC and O-BC performances were consistent with those during the BC-BC tests. Of the 15 subjects who received the Q-BC and BC-BC tests, 13 (87%) passed or failed both tests. Of the 16 subjects who received the BC/BC and BC-BC tests, 12 (75%) passed or failed both these tests. Collectively, these findings suggest that the BC-BC performances were based on matching stimuli with same discriminative functions (i.e., correctcorrect, incorrect-incorrect) rather than on matching equivalence relations.
The evidence in support of the matching same functions account, however, could be questioned. Were the Q-Be performances indeed based on matching same functions? Two subjects (4, 14) responded consistently to both Q stimuli in the context of the Q/L and Q/M discrimination tests, yet passed the Q-BC test. This finding could indicate that the Q-BC performances of these and possibly other subjects were demonstrations of chance-based generalized conditional responding (Saunders, Orake, & Spradlin, 1999; Saunders & Spradlin, 1990; . AlternativEdy, the Q/L and Q/M discriminations may not have been relevant because during the Q-BC tests, the Q stimuli served as samples, hence were presented in the context of one another (Q1 vs. Q2) albeit in a successive fashion (Saunders & Spradlin, 1989) . Training of the simultaneous Q discrimination task (Q1 +/Q2-) may have produced a successive Q discrimination, thereby permitting the subjects to match Q and BC stimuli on the basis of same discriminative functions.
Second, the matching same functions account may be found inconsistent with recent equivalence-equivalence findings reported by Stewart et al. (2002) . In Experiment 1 of that study, subjects were trained on four sets of match-to-sample tasks with a red square (RS), a red circle (RC), a blue square (BS), or a blue circle (BC) as samples and nonsense syllables (X, Y) as comparisons: X1 f-RS~ Y1, X2f-RC~ Y2, X3f-BS~ Y3, and X4f-BC~ Y 4. Then the subjects received an equivalence test (X-Y, V-X), followed by one of three equivalenceequivalence tests (XY-XY). One group matched XY compounds of which both elements were related to a same color (X'l Y1-X2Y2/X3Y 4, X3Y3-X4Y4/X1Y2, X2Y2-X1Y1/X4Y3, X4Y4-X3Y3/X2Y1), one group matched compounds of which both elements were related to a same form (X1 Y1-X3Y3/X2Y4, X2Y2-X4Y4/X1Y3, X3Y3-X1Y1/X4Y2, X4Y4-X2Y2/X3Y1), while a third (control) group matched all tasks (matching on the basis of color and on the basis of form). Finally, the subjects received an identitymatching test (test for discrimination of formal similarity) with color-form compounds as samples and as comparisons (I RS-RC/BS, RC-RS/BC, BS-BC/RS, BC-BS/RC). The color group matchHd on the basis of color (RS-RC, RC-RS, BS-BC, BC-BS), the form group on the basis of form (RS-BS, RC-BC, BS-RS, BC-RC), while the color-form group responded inconsistently (i.e., sometimes on the basis of color, sometimes on the basis of shape). On the face of it, these findings indicate that the BC-BC performances were based on same nonarbitrary relations (form or color) between compound elements because, if they were not, the identitymatching performances by the two experimental !~roups would be difficult to explain. Yet, alternative accounts are possible. Assume that, instead of RS, RC, BS, and BC, four color-form compounds were used with no elements in common: a red square (RS), a green diamond (GO), a blue circle (BC), and a yellow triangle (YT). In that case, the baseline training should lead to the formation of the following four 3-member classes: X1-RS-Y1, X2-GO-Y2, X3-BC-Y3, X4-YT-Y4. Ourin~~ the XV-XV test, some subjects matched a limited set of XY + compounds (Group 1: X1 Y1-X2Y2, X3Y3-X4Y4; Group 2: X1Y1-X3Y3, X2Y2-X4Y4), while others (Group 3) matched all XY+ compounds. As a result, the stimuli used with Groups 1 and 2 merged into two classes (Group 1: RS-X1 Y1-X2Y2-GO and BC-X3Y3-X4Y4-YT; Group 2: RS-X1Y1 -X3Y3-BC and GO-X2Y2-X4Y4-YT), while those used with Group 3 merged into one large class. Thus, when trials of the type RS-GO/BC are presented, Group 1 would be expected to select GO, Group 2 would be expected to select BC , while the selections of Group 3 would be difficult to predict. From this perspective, therefore, the identity matching performances (Stewart et aI., 2002) could be seen as a demonstration of stimulus equivalence and class merger (Sidman, 1994 (Sidman, , 2000 .
Based on the assumption that the BC-BC performances are based on matching same equivalence relations, and the fact that similar performances are measured in classical analogy tasks (a : b :: c : d), Barnes et al. (1997) and Stewart et al. (2001 Stewart et al. ( , 2002 proposed that equivalence-equivalence may serve as a behavior analytic model for analogical reasoning. Consider for example the analogy task used in the aforementioned studies: apple : orange :: dog : sheep/book. Because apple and orange are members of the class fruit, and dog and sheep are members of the class animals, most persons would probably select sheep rather than book (equivalence-equivalence). If the b-term had been toy, a subject would be expected to select book (nonequivalencenonequivalence). 00 our current findings invalidate this model? Perhaps it could be argued that they do not, because the aforementioned analogy could also be solved by matching same discriminative functions. Given that apple and orange could be seen as correct, a subject might pick sheep, because dog and sheep are also correct. Even so, many classical analogies do not permit matching on the basis of same discriminative functions. Consider the classical analogies used by Goswami and Brown (1990) such as bird: nest :: dog : kennel/bone/other dog/cat. In this analogy, each d-term option (i.e. , kennel, bone, other dog, cat) would be correct given only the c-term (dog). This type of classical analogy, therefore, requires the subjects to determine which correct c-d relation (dog-kennel, dog-bone, etc) is functionally the same as the relation between the a-and b-terms (bird-nest). Equally important, the a-and dterms and b-and c-terms are interchangeable. Thus, Goswami's analogy would remain intact when presented as bird: dog:: nest: kennel/bone/other dog/cat. When doing the same in equivalence-equivalence tasks (e.g., from B1C1-B2C2IB2C3 to B1B2-C1C2IC1C3), there would be no basis for selecting one compound or another. In this light, the existing demonstrations of equivalence-equivalence should be seen as a very specific and less sophisticated type of analogy at best. Future research, therefore, should be directed at adapting the equivalence-equivalence relations more closely to the relations measured in analogy tasks.
